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Strategic Plan Goal A: Academics
All Dysart students will graduate ready for
college, career, and life in a globally
competitive economy by
mastering New Century
Learner skills as defined
by the Dysart’s Profile of
a Graduate.
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Academics (cont.)
● 21st Century Collaborative Network
● 5-year Curriculum, Assessment and
Resource Revision Cycle

Strategic Plan Goal B: Culture &
Leadership
Implement the “We are Dysart” culture defined
by common beliefs, high expectations,
collaboration, and shared leadership resulting
in improved student success as defined by the
strategic plan academic goals.
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Culture & Leadership (cont.)
● Recognition Initiatives
o

Dysart Heartbeats

● Research and Planning Initiatives
o

Customer Service; Communication

● Promoting Continuous Learning
o

Dysart Essentials

Strategic Plan Goal C: Safety
Through consistent processes students and
staff will be safe and secure.

3

2/10/2015

Safety (cont.)
● Safety Communication Plan
● Evaluation of Safety Procedures

Strategic Plan Goal D: Resources
Provide resources to support the Strategic
Plan.
● Renewal Override submitted to community
on November 4, 2014 - Failed
● Planning for resubmission for Override to
voters on November 5, 2015
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Resources (cont.)
● Annual completion of budgets and required
reports
FY 15 Budget adopted July 14, 2014, and
Budget Revision 1 Adopted Dec. 3, 2014
FY 14 Annual Financial Report Approved and
Submitted October 1, 2014
FY 14 Independent Auditors Report and CAFR
completed Nov. 20, 2014
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DYSART UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
POLICY GOVERNANCE
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INTRODUCTION:
The Governing Board of Dysart Unified School District (DUSD) is committed to
conducting its official business through and in the framework of Policy
Governance. To that end, years of preparation, training, and policy review have
been undertaken. During the 2012 - 2013 school year, the Board approved and
adopted the final, new and revised district policies to align to policy governance
standards. The Board also committed to the development of future policy to those
standards as well as to the conduct of its meetings and other Board processes in
alignment with policy governance standards.
An important component of policy governance is for the Board to commit to a
process of self-evaluation, as it relates to policy governance practices adherence.
To facilitate that evaluation, the Board established a process by which a team of
trained, Board “observers” would monitor Board practices and report
anonymously on those practices through the policy governance consultant to the
Board.
The observation process has now been in effect for over six months. The
observers have done reasonably well living up to the requirement to submit
reports to the consultant within two business days of each Board meeting.
Further, this implementation period provides a valid and reliable span of time
upon which to analyze Observer reports and provide initial feedback to the Board.
A summary of that analysis follows:
ANALYSIS OF BOARD OBSERVER REPORTS
Relative to the policy governance category of “GROUP PROCESS,” and the six
subcategories comprising it, the following observations are important:
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1. Agenda: “The agenda evidences a focus on Board topics rather than staff
topics.” – The MEAN rating is 4.9 (out of a 5 point scale) with 5.0 being high
performing. This rating and analysis suggest that agendas are being well
developed and are absent any significant breaches of policy governance
standards.
2. Ends: “The Ends are monitored and referenced to guide direction.” – The
Mean score is 4.0. The rating and analysis suggest good adherence by the
group to monitoring Board “Ends.” There seems to be consensus that the
Board focus on the review and implementation of the strategic plan was
particularly well done. Apparently, creating further understanding within
the Board that, in the adoption of the budget, it establishes “Ends,” could
further strengthen the Board’s performance in this area. The Board should
strive to improve on focusing only on “Ends” without becoming further
involved in detailed, budget, item analysis unless necessitated by the
occurrence of unaccomplished “Ends.”
3. Means: “Discussions of Means are limited to only “Board Means.” – The
AVERAGE rating is 3.75. There appears to be a fair to good performance
related to this standard. In contrast, however, it was reported in several
instances, that the Board violates Policy governance standards when
discussing “job descriptions.” The details of a job description, outside of
that for the Superintendent or as may be referenced in any specific Board
Policy, violates Policy governance standards in that they are not Board Ends
or Means.
4. Adherence to Written Policies: “The Board and its officers follow the
policies and act on reasonable interpretations of the policies.” – The MEAN
rating is 3.38. There appears to be fair to good adherence to written
policies. It seems, the Board struggles with its policy governance role as it
relates to matters of operational restructuring, staff positions, and job
descriptions.
5. Adherence to Policy Procedures: “The Board monitors all appropriate
policies in the manner described in those policies.” - The MEAN rating is
3.57. Once again, there appears to be fair to good conduct relating to
Board Procedures. As suggested earlier, the Board needs to limit its
involvement in human resource matters to Board Ends and Means and
attempt to avoid engaging in operations.
6. Reflection: “The Board shows evidence of reflecting on its own conduct.” –
The MEAN rating is 2.75. – There is little or no evidence that, as a group, the
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Board spends time reflecting on its own conduct. There is little evidence of
public, self-evaluation. Such activity could be very beneficial to the Board
as well as to the over-all, organizational climate, by way of a positive
example.
Relative to the category of “INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTIONS,” and the eight subcategories comprising it, the following observations are important:
1. Participation in Discussion: “Percentage of Board members that participated
in discussion.” - The MEAN rating is 4.7. This high rating suggests that
individual Board members are participating and are engaged in the
activities of the Board.
2. Individual vs. Policy Focus: “Instances of members advancing individual
(private) agendas.” – The MEAN score is 2.57. This poor to fair measure
suggests that, too often, individual Board members engage in discussion or
comments reflective of their own, personal circumstances, points of view,
personal biases, or individual agendas, as opposed to representing the
interests of the “Owners” as defined by Policy Governance. There were
reports that occasionally board members may be confusing their roles as
Board members with their own parenting roles.
3. Consensus Support: “Evidence of support for consensus authority.” – The
MEAN score is 4.5. This high score suggests that the Board is increasingly
conscious of the need to perform and act by consensus.
4. Reference to Board Policies: “Number of references or quotes of Board
policies.” – The MEAN score is 2.25. Apparently, too infrequently, individual
Board members make reference to Board Policy. This suggests a lower than
appropriate focus on policy in their primary role as makers and agents of
that policy.
5. Suggested Policy Changes/Clarification: “Number of suggested changes to
or clarification of Board policies.” – The MEAN score is 2.0. Given the
relatively low number of reports of incidences of suggested policy changes,
there are two possible interpretations of relevance: a) the recently revised
and/or approved changes are adequate and serve the District’s needs; or b)
individual Board members lack the confidence, expertise and/or motivation
to suggest changes at this level.
6. Policy Governance Clarification: “Number of discussions involving
clarification of Policy Governance” (processes, definitions, standards). – The
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MEAN score is 5.0. This score is a little misleading. It reflects the fact that
Observers highly rated the quality of those instances when Board members
did make such inquiries. However, the score should not be overly
emphasized due to the fact that only two such instances were
observed/reported in over six months. This is a procedural limitation that
should be eliminated in future Observer training.
7. & 8. Process Improvement, Reflection: “Number of proposals or
suggestions for an improvement to a Board process”; and, “Give evidence
of reflection on own conduct.” Relative to these two categories, there is no
MEAN available, since there were no reports in over six months relating to
the observation of these behaviors by Board members. This reality
reinforces the point of view suggested earlier that, as a group as well as
individually, the Board does not engage in reflective, self-study, and/or selfevaluation.
CONCLUSIONS:
Overall, the implementation process of Policy Governance seems to be
progressing in the “fair to good” range. The Board seems to be doing quite well in
coming to and acting in consensus - an important and laudable achievement especially in contrast to its history.
In contrast, improvement seems to be required in two important areas:
1. When it comes to operating and organizational matters affecting
personnel, the Board tends to cross over from its policy governance role
into attempts to influence (dictate?) operating “Means.”
2. The Board, both collectively and individually, should demonstrate a
commitment to both group and individual reflection and self-evaluation as
it relates to conduct and performance. This can be an important element
in improving overall organizational climate. If faculty, staff, students, and
the community observed a commitment to assessment and accountability
by the Board regarding itself, that example could provide the “moral
authority” for the Board to expect the same of the rest of the District’s
stakeholders.
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APPENDIX C
Rachel’s Challenge
Dysart Heartbeats
January 21, 2015

Sonoran Heights – Camerin Conlee
Sunset Hills – Leandra Edwards
Surprise – Heather Polk
Thompson Ranch – Liz Lugo
West Point – Jennifer Auch
Western Peaks – John Jacob
Sundown – Dudlienna Saaed
Valley Vista High School – Matt Bell
Willow Canyon High School – Juan Aldava

